PRINCIPLES   OF  SHAKESPEARIAN  PRODUCTION
himself mightily The performance, on these lines, was so
good that one temporalily accepted it, but the play was
thiown out of joint   Moreover, the Duke was balanced
against an Angclo of depth and dignity, an oldu man, with
a thoughtful face and a beard Now a stage beaid has a
pi ease effect, unless deliberately airanged ior a character
study, it tends to suggest a convincing spiritual dignity,
whereas with Angelo we want a pale, piecisc, would-be
ascetic, with some suggestion of weakness Moi cover, the
trick played on Angelo's sexual instincts, if ai ranged by a
young man on one many years his senior, is in bad taste, it
jars But this is all wrong It is inflicted by i man of age,
wisdom, and sanctity (note the Duke's disguise as a monk
and Angelo Js icference to  'power divine5)  on  a com-
paratively weak tyro in matteis spiritual, an amatcm The
two parts were miscast  Mr Robert Harris should clearly
have been our protagonist, the Duke, and Mr David King-
Wood, Angelo   As Angelo, Mr Hams' peisonahty was
wrong, and the beard made it woist Moicovci, his Isabella
was not the icy fanatic one expects, but rathu a figmc of
luxuriant charm   Her brutal denunciation of CJaudio,
rising from the depths of her inhibited, repressed soul - the
key to her character and the whole play's thesis ~ was
shirked, being given through sobs as disti acted, meaningless
phrases  Angelo's tragedy is the ironic enthralling of an
ascetic by the Charms of an opposite asceticism
Oh cunning enemy that, to catch a samt,
With samts dost bait thy hook
To make him, a figure of bearded digmty, fall befoie a gnl
of normal femimne appeal, is a senous misinterpretation
As a piece of production, this was, technically, as good a
piece of work as one is likely to see It iailed where others
fail, attempting
To draw with idle spider's strings
Most ponderous and substantial things